The negative effects and the continuation of cyberbullying seem to depend on the coping strategies the victims use. To assess their coping strategies, self-report questionnaires (SRQs) are used. However, these SRQs are often subject to several shortcomings: the (single and topological) categorizations used in SRQs do not always adequately differentiate among various coping responses, in addition the strategies of general SRQs fail to accurately measure coping with cyberbullying. This study is therefore aimed to develop a SRQ that specifically measures coping with cyberbullying (i.e., Cyberbullying Coping Questionnaire; CCQ) and to discover whether other, not single and topological, categorizations of coping strategies can be found. Based on previous SRQs used in the (cyber)bullying (i.e., traditional and cyberbullying) literature (i.e., 49 studies were found with three different SRQs measuring coping with traditional bullying, cyberbullying or (cyber)bullying) items and categorizations were selected, compared and merged into a new questionnaire. In compliance with recommendations from the classical test-theory, a principal component analysis and a confirmatory factor analysis were done, and a final model was constructed. Seventeen items loaded onto four different coping categorizations: mental-, passive-, social-, and confrontational-coping. The CCQ appeared to have good internal consistency, acceptable test-retest reliability, good discriminant validity and the development of the CCQ fulfilled many of the recommendations from classical test-theory. The CCQ omits working in single and topological categorizations and measures cognitive, behavioral, approach and avoidance strategies.
Introduction
Coping has two widely recognized major functions both of which are often represented in stressful encounters: emotion regulation and problem solving. By employing cognitive and behavioral strategies, an individual either reduces, masters or tolerates the internal and external demands that are the consequence of stressful events. According to the transactional model of stress and coping, the choice of these strategies is influenced by appraisals. These are evaluations of how important a situation is to one's well-being and how able one is to cope with, or change the situation [1, 2] . Several categories of coping have been suggested, such as problem-focused-, emotion-focused-, passive-, aggressive-, distancing-, or avoidance-coping [3] . In the case of cyberbullying, it appears that the negative consequences are influenced by the use of ineffective coping strategies [4] , and the use of ineffective coping appears to keep the online and offline bullying going [5] [6] [7] [8] [9] [10] [11] [12] . Worldwide, a lot of adolescents are the victims of cyberbullying [13] , and as a result they suffer from a range of negative consequences such as anxiety [14] , depression, emotional distress [15, 16] , suicidality [17, 18] , school violence and delinquency [19] . For the most part they are also related to traditional bullying [20, 21] , and, especially, the combination of traditional and cyberbullying (i.e., (cyber)bullying) seems to result in the most mental health and social problems compared to being bullied "only" in one way [22, 23] . Hence, insight into (adequate) coping seems highly relevant in the field of cyberbullying.
To assess coping strategies of cyberbullying (and traditional) victims, researchers often use self-report questionnaires (SRQs) in which they ask victims to describe, aggregate or report their coping responses to a general stressor. In general, the use of SRQs has many advantages: it is a low-cost way of conducting research on a large scale, it is the most direct way to assess the construct of coping, it has high(er) apparent validity, and is less time-consuming than conducting interviews [24, 25] . However, the current existing SRQs are also subject to several disadvantages. Firstly, in general, researchers agree that coping strategies (i.e., items) cluster into primary coping categories, and that these categories contain either cognitive-versus behavioral-, avoid-versus approach-or problem-focused versus emotion-focused strategies [3, 26] . Unfortunately, these single (i.e., problem-versus emotion-focused) and topological (e.g., active versus passive, cognitive versus behavioral, avoid versus approach) categorizations are not optimal categories because coping is likely to serve many functions and is multidimensional [3, 27] . For example, avoidance strategies can be both problem-focused and emotion-focused [26] , and the coping strategy "justification" is neither an approach nor avoidant style of coping [28] . Hence, there still appears to be a gap between the acknowledged need of researchers to be able to identify categorizations of coping behavior and the development of measures that can distinguish these categorizations. In addition, the lack of consensus about core categories hinder comparing and cumulating results from different studies [3] . For example, some researchers suggest that coping categories should be changed into a more fine-grained distinction of hierarchical arranged coping strategies with the higher order categories proximity seeking, mastery and accommodation (e.g., [3, 29, 30] ), while other researchers keep using single or topological categorizations (e.g., problem-focused versus emotion-focused coping [4, 31] ).
Secondly, the vast majority of SRQs are not designed to specifically assess coping with cyberbullying, but are designed to assess coping with stressful events in general. This general coping approach lacks the specificity of coping in bullying situations, because appraisals influence choice of coping strategies [1] . For example, appraising an online situation as harmful can be quite different compared to an offline situation as harmful. The appraisal harmfulness in online name calling (i.e., cyberbullying) appears to depend on knowing the cyberbully in the offline world, on the cyberbully being a member of existing social groups, and on the transfer of cyberbullying to bullying in the offline world [22] . The appraisal of harmfulness in offline bullying may depend on the appearance of, for example the one calling names (e.g., tall versus small) and non-verbal communication. This difference in appraisal can lead to a different choice of coping strategies online (e.g., deleting a message) compared to offline (e.g., fighting back). Similarly, context also seems to play an important role in cyberbullying [32] [33] [34] , leading an adolescent choosing a different coping strategy online compared to offline.
Other research based on appraisals (e.g., "Is there a threat such as cyberbullying?" and "Do I have the resources to address the cyberbullying?"), has shown that theories such as the transactional model of stress and coping [1] have to be adjusted to include coping strategies specifically for cyberbullying [26] . Online, it seems adolescents choose between reactive coping strategies (i.e., acceptance, avoidance, justification or seeking social support) versus preventive ones (i.e., increase security and awareness, talk in person), instead of between problem-focused versus emotion-focused ones. The appraisal "nothing can be done" leads to the use of other coping strategies (e.g., adopting the belief that there is no way to prevent cyberbullying) compared to the appraisal "something can be done" [26] (e.g., increasing security and awareness) when cyberbullied. Offline, these appraisals could lead to, for example, running away or asking the bully to stop in a confident manner, respectively. Furthermore, many SRQs do not assess concrete "online" coping strategies (e.g., saving evidence by taking a screenshot [35] ), and online it might be easier to be passive (i.e., online you can easily delete a message or close a window, offline you cannot). When these "online" coping strategies are not included in a SRQ, possible important strategies are not assessed. Consequently, when currently existing coping SRQs are used to enable, for example tailoring [36] , in interventions, these interventions fail to provide participants with specific advice on how to cope more effectively with cyberbullying.
It, thus, seems that coping SRQs used in the cyberbullying literature are subject to two major shortcomings: (1) the (single and topological) categorizations used in existing SRQs do not adequately differentiate among various coping responses; and (2) the strategies of general SRQs do not completely and adequately measure concrete coping with cyberbullying, which make adequate intervention more difficult. Online, it is likely that specific coping strategies-that are part of coping categorizations-exist, such as saving evidence [35] , blocking and deleting [33, 37, 38] , contacting service providers [39] , and reacting by not actually saying anything [40] . This study therefore aims to develop a new SRQ that specifically measures cyberbullying victims' coping strategies and to discover whether other, not single and topological, categorizations of coping strategies can be found. Underlying this line of reasoning is the transactional model of stress and coping [1] that states that appraisals influence choice of coping strategies. Based on his review, Garcia [41] suggested that a new coping questionnaires should be an adapted and modified version of coping measures that already exists. Therefore, we conducted a preliminary study in which we made an overview of all coping SRQs used in the traditional and cyberbullying literature. Based on the items and categorizations found in this overview, and based on multiple recommendations from classical test-theory (see Sveinbjornsdottir and Thorsteinsson [34] for an overview), in the main study the Cyberbullying Coping Questionnaire (CCQ) was developed, with the purpose to find better fitting categorizations of coping strategies for cyberbullying. In the main study, we further tested the CCQ for suitability, reliability and (discriminant) validity.
Preliminary Study: Coping SRQs' Literature Review
An overview of all coping SRQs used in the traditional and cyberbullying literature is made with categorizations and study information.
Materials and Methods
Google Scholar, PsychINFO and PubMed were used to search for published and peer-reviewed studies, no later than the end of November 2014. The studies were selected on their usage of SRQs to investigate the coping strategies of adolescents in response to (cyber) bullying. The search items included "cyberbullying", "online bullying", "bullying", "traditional bullying", "peer victimization", "coping", "cope", and "scale". Only studies that used an SRQ to measure coping with (cyber)bullying were included. These studies were scanned for scales that measured more than one coping category (e.g., Naylor and Cowie [42] only measured peer support systems and thus was not included). Furthermore, the articles found were scanned for additional references that may not have surfaced in the initial search.
Results
An overview of all SRQs and their characteristics can be found in Table 1 . To conclude, forty-nine studies were found that used 35 different SRQs to assess coping with (cyber)bullying: 12 studies used seven SRQs to measure coping with cyberbullying (however, we could not access the following study, [43] ); 38 studies used 28 different SRQs to measure coping with traditional bullying (however, we could not access studies [44] and [45] ); and three studies used three SRQs to measure coping with both traditional and cyberbullying. In eight studies, a questionnaire was developed or an existing questionnaire was adapted in order to measure coping with cyberbullying specifically. The most often used SRQs to assess coping with cyberbullying were the Adolescent Coping Scale (ACS; [46] ) and an adapted version of the Utrechtse Coping List-Adolescents (UCL-A; [47] ). The most often used SRQs to assess coping with traditional bullying were the Self-Report Coping Measure (SRCM; [48] ) and the Survey for Coping with Rejection Experiences (SCORE; [49] ). was used. Participants were asked to apply the questionnaire to bullying situations e. The SRQ included a definition of traditional bullying. In addition to the usual factors, seeking support was split up into adults and peers, and the factors submission, nonchalance and escape were added f. The hypothetical situation was changed into "When in my classroom someone repeatedly bullies another classmate, I usually…". Externalizing was not included. α's were (1) 0.80, (2) 0.84, (3) 0.78, and (4) 0.68 g. In addition to items from the SRCM, items from the HICUPS [55] were used. Some items from the internalizing, externalizing and support seeking scale (SRCM) and avoidant scale (HICUPS) were used, preceded by "When bullied…" i. Items were judged on a 4-point LS. A modified 23 item version [56] was used j. A modified version of the SRCM in addition to scales from [57] (i.e., (6) conflict resolution, (7) revenge) were used. α's were The study initially focused on anxious children. However, 61% of these experienced bullying. The CERQ-k is an adapted (i.e., simplified and shortened) version of the CERQ [68] . Participants had to judge items on a 5-point LS 
Main Study: Developing and Testing the CCQ
Based on the overview of coping SRQs from the preliminary study, the Cyberbullying Coping Questionnaire (CCQ) was developed with the purpose of formulating better fitting categorizations of coping strategies for cyberbullying.
Materials and Methods
The following will be described: the procedure of selecting items, constructing the questionnaire, and analyzing the CCQ for suitability, reliability and (discriminant) validity. During this process, the following recommendations that are based on classical test-theory for the development of a psychological test were leading (see [34] ): (1) test items must be clear, short, contain one statement, and are easy to understand; (2) a criterion of four items per factor should be used, and twice as many items as will be included in the final version are needed; (3) a minimum of 10 participants per item and a minimum of 500 participants should be used; (4) factor structure should be determined with factor analysis (FA) using oblique rotation; (5) the scree-test should be used in combination with parallel analysis (PA) to determine the amount of extracting factors. The factor loadings should be at least 0.30 when N ≤ 500, 0.25 when N ≤ 1000, and inter-item correlation should lie between 0.20 and 0.40; (6) when the sample is at least 100, test-retest correlation ≤ 0.70 for a four-week interval, ≤ 0.60 for a four-to ten-week interval, and ≤ 0.50 for an interval longer than ten weeks; (7) concurrent validity ≤ 0.70 unless scales are of poor quality, and replication through either Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) cross-validation or Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) is proven when 90% of items and factor structures hold (given N ≤ 500); (8) second-order Factor Analysis (FA) is safely conducted if earlier FA used oblique rotation and scree-tests; and (9) tests should consist of 20-50 items.
Item Selection
Based on Table 1 , the shortcomings mentioned in the introduction, and the recommendations of Sveinbjornsdottir and Thorsteinsson [34] , four adolescent coping SRQs were selected as item pools for the CCQ. The UCL-A (1) and a SRQ which assesses coping with cyberbullying (2) were selected because: (a) the UCL-A was used in cyberbullying research [4, 31] , (b) the SRQ that assesses coping with cyberbullying was based on the UCL-A, and (c) both instruments assess cognitive and behavioral problem-focused coping, cognitive and behavioral emotion-focused coping and depressive/emotional coping with a low number of items (i.e., 24/26 items). The CERQ (3) was selected because: (a) its diversity in different coping categories (i.e., nine different scales) in combination with the low number of items (i.e., 36); and (b) in contrast to other SRQs, it assesses one's cognitions after experiencing a negative event and it assesses how these cognitions are used in emotion-regulation [106] . The ACS (4) was selected because: (a) it was the most often used SRQ in the cyberbullying literature; (b) it was also used in traditional bullying literature; (c) it includes a non-productive scale and a reference to other scales; and (d) it also has a short form (i.e., CSC-SF). Drawbacks of this latter scale, however, are the lack of important information on the development, and some poor psychometric properties (e.g., poor choices of item selection, FA model and rotation, not meeting accepted criteria, and missing of important reliability and validity analysis [34] ).
The first two authors of this paper compared all items from the above-mentioned four adolescent coping SRQs with each other and merged and/or deleted items that appeared to measure the same. Next, these items were transformed to cyber specific situations (e.g., "I ask for help" was changed into "I ask for help on an Internet forum").
Initial Scale Construction (Preliminary PCA to Reduce Number of Items)
Construction of the CCQ followed. Selected items were compared with the items and coping categories from the COPE, SRCM, LECI, GCQCA, WCCL and SRCS for completeness. Items that appeared to measure the same strategy were merged into one item. This resulted in 65 items that had to be rated on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = never; 2 = sometimes; 3 = regularly; 4 = often; 5 = almost always).
As an introduction to the questionnaire, participants were told: In this questionnaire, cyberbullying is bullying via the Internet and via mobile phones. Do you react to cyberbullying? For each sentence, indicate whether you "never", "sometimes", "regularly", "often", or "almost always" did this. In several focus group interviews (i.e., partly described and published in [40] , partly described in an internal report [107] ), adolescents from the target population indicated that they do not like to read a lot and prefer short questionnaires. In addition, the CCQ was going to be used to tailor the online tailored advice sessions of Online Pestkoppenstoppen (the intervention aims to teach cyberbullying victims how to cope more effectively with cyberbullying [108] ) to the aggressive or passive coping strategies used by cyberbullying victims. Several preliminary (not published) PCAs were conducted based on data from 278 adolescents (age 15-22, M = 17.54, SD = 1.38; 89.9% female) in order to try and find a three-factor structure (i.e., aggressive-, passive-, and active coping), and in order to reduce the number of items as much as possible. After a first preliminary PCA, four items were deleted due to low correlations with other items, 16 items were deleted due to factor loadings on multiple factors or no or insufficient loadings, and two items were deleted due to high skewness values. Based on discussions between the first three authors of this article, three items were added in order to better measure active coping, and three items were merged into one item (that all measured retaliating). Consequently, 44 items were used in a second preliminary PCA. Eight items were deleted due to factor loadings on multiple factors or no or insufficient loadings, and four groups of items were merged into one factor, leading to the deletion of five items. After reviewing the found factor structure, four items were added, again, based on discussions between the authors (i.e., improve the active coping factor). Finally, 35 items remained (see Table 2 ) that were used for the second principal component analysis (PCA) that is described below. I think the cyberbullying event will make me a "stronger" person The baseline data obtained for the intervention study on Online Pestkoppenstoppen [108] was used for the PCA and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), consisting of 211 participants (62.6% female) with mean age 12.56 (SD = 0.65). Of all participants, 31.28% was a victim, while 67.30% was a bully/victim (3 missing values). Furthermore, 92.9% indicated attending lower level educational school (vocational, theoretical, mixed or special needs). In order to be able to calculate test-retest reliability, the second wave of measurements (after a month) was used, in which 68 participants (80.9% female) with mean age 12.40 (SD = 1.69) remained.
Analysis
Although some researchers suggest that a coping questionnaire should be developed through using FA rather than PCA [34, 109] , Field [110] states that the procedure and solutions of PCA and FA differ little from each other. Furthermore, PCA is a psychometrically sound procedure, and it is conceptually less complex then FA. The aim of the PCA in this study was to identify groups or clusters of items that measure new, not single or topological, categorizations among the items of the CCQ. Additionally, CFA was used to test the models found in the PCA. SPSS 20 was used for the PCA, to calculate bivariate correlations (of participants' scores on each found categorization of the CCQ) between the first and second wave of measurement (i.e., test-rest reliability) and bivariate correlations between participants' scores on the found categorizations and scores on the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (i.e., RSE, [111] ) (i.e., discriminant validity). R was used to conduct the CFAs and to compute Cronbach's alpha, omega and the greatest lower bound.
Results

Principal Components Analysis
Prior to performing the Principal Component Analysis (PCA), the suitability of the data for factor analysis was checked. Seven items (i.e., item 8, 14, 20, 21, 30, 32 and 33; Table 2 ) were removed due to high skewness values (≥2) as well as low variance across response options [112, 113] . Furthermore, seven items were deleted due to low correlation (r = < 0.3) with other items (i.e., item 4, 7, 10, 12, 13, 15 and 25). Because of the ordinal measurement level, a nonlinear principal component analysis (NPCA) was conducted with optimal scaling (i.e., categories of ordered or unordered (discrete) variables are assigned with numeric values [114] ). However, many of the variables showed a (roughly) linear transformation (i.e., making numeric treatment possible). The remaining 21 items were therefore analyzed with a PCA. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure verified the sampling adequacy for the analysis, KMO = 0.82, and all KMO values for individuals were >0.71 [110] . Bartlett's test of sphericity, χ² (210) = 1367.11, p < 0.001, indicated that correlations between items were sufficiently large for PCA.
The PCA revealed five components with eigenvalues exceeding Kaiser's criterion of one. These components explained 56.54% of the variance. Based on the relatively small sample size, parallel analysis and the scree plot's inflexions (i.e., a graph of each eigenvalue (Y-axis) plotted against the factor with which it is associated (X-axis)), it was decided to retain four components. The four-component solution explained 51.47% of the variance. To aid in interpretation an oblique (direct oblimin) rotation was performed [115] and the pattern (i.e., factor loadings/regression coefficients for each variable on each factor) and structure (i.e., correlation coefficients between each variable and factor) matrixes were checked [110] . Item 22 and item 34 were removed based on similar loadings on two factors in the structure and pattern matrix, and item 16 was removed based on too low loadings on the patterns matrix and similar loadings on the structure matrix. Consequently, item 2 had to be removed due to too low correlations to other items.
A third PCA was conducted with 17 items. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure verified the sampling adequacy for the analysis, KMO = 0.81, and all KMO values for individuals were >0.69 [110] . Bartlett's test of sphericity, χ 2 (136) = 1058.72, p < 0.001, indicated that correlations between items were sufficiently large for PCA. Five components had eigenvalues over Kaiser's criterion of one. They explained 62.53% of the variance. Given Kaiser's criterion, parallel analysis and the scree plot's inflexion, five components were retained. However, the oblique rotation failed to converge in 25 iterations, therefore four components were retained in the final analysis that explained 56.47% of the variance.
To aid in the interpretation of these four components, an oblique (direct oblimin) rotation was performed. The rotation revealed that the four components showed a number of strong loadings. Table 3 shows the components loadings after rotation, communalities and reliabilities. The items that cluster on the same components suggest that component 1 represents mental coping (i.e., items 3, 5, 9, 11, 18), component 2 represents passive coping (i. e., items 1, 17, 19, 23, 27, 28 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis
To test whether PCA's structure of coping strategies (i.e., the model) really fits the data, a CFA was conducted by using the statistical program R. Model fit was assessed using the Maximum Likelihood (ML) estimator with the following fit indices [116, 117] : (1) [117] .
The evaluation of the model fit was not satisfactory for most fit indices (see Table 4 first row) suggesting a rejection of the model. However, modification indices (MIs; indicating how to improve the model) clearly indicate that item 17 ("I let the cyberbullying happen without reacting") and item 7 ("I think about fun things that are not related to cyberbullying") should also load on the mental coping factor, which is plausible since both items can be strategies with a positive effect as well as mental strategies. In addition, MIs indicate that item 9 ("I try not to think about the cyberbullying") should also load on the passive coping factor, which is plausible since this item also expresses a degree of being passive.
Finally, MIs indicate that item 9 ("I try not to think about the cyberbullying") and 19 ("I act as if the cyberbullying did not happen") should correlate with each other, which is also plausible since both items in a way measure ignoring the cyberbullying. After modifying the model, the fit indices are all acceptable (however, RMSEA is not significant anymore) (see Table 3 second row). Furthermore, this model is significantly better fitting than a 1-factor model (Δχ 2 (9) = 294.1, p < 0.001; see Table 4 ). The final model is displayed in Figure 1 , and its reliabilities in Table 5 . 
Test-Retest Reliability
A test-retest reliability of at least 0.60 was expected for a four to ten week interval [34] . See Table 5 for test-retest reliabilities for an interval of a month. 
Discriminant Validity
Evidence for discriminant validity was assessed for the four factors of the CCQ based on correlations with the RSE. Low correlations were expected and found: all factors of the CCQ correlated between r = −0.10 and r = 0.09, which lie within the expected range.
Discussion
Researchers have attempted to measure coping with (cyber)bullying, using different self-report questionnaires (SRQs) that assess coping. Many of these SRQs are subject to different shortcomings: there is a lack of consensus about coping categories, SRQs fail to distinguish between categorizations, and often they do not specifically assess coping with cyberbullying [34, 41] due to the deviating contexts and appraisals online [1, 22, 32] . Despite the importance of context and appraisals [22, 32, 33] , SRQs measure coping in general or are preceded with a definition of cyberbullying. In addition, they fail to see that online situations, contexts and appraisals, deviate from offline situations, which will lead to the selection of different coping strategies (e.g., online it is easier to be passive; you can close a window or shut down your computer). This study is therefore aimed to develop a SRQ, based on currently existing coping SRQs that are used in the (cyber)bullying literature, that specifically measures cyberbullying victims' coping strategies used in response to cyberbullying, and to formulate better fitting categorizations of coping strategies for cyberbullying. Consequently, the Cyberbullying Coping Questionnaire (CCQ) could be used in, for example, interventions that offer tailored advice to cyberbullying victims [108] .
Although the initial model had to be adjusted based on modification indices, the evaluation of the final version (i.e., Figure 1 ) of the CCQ resulted in a four-factor model that fits the data well. The model has good internal consistency, acceptable test-retest reliability and good discriminant validity [34] . The development of the CCQ also fulfilled many of the recommendations from classical test-theory (see [34] ): (1) the factor structure was determined with an oblique rotation; (2) the amount of extracting factors was determined with scree-tests in combination with parallel analysis; (3) factor loadings were at least 0.30; (4) the items of the CCQ seem to be clear and contain one statement, however, further research is needed to (further) determine the clarity and easiness of understanding; (5) with the final version of the CCQ consisting of 17 items, the recommendation of 10 participants per item was fulfilled; (6) factor structure was determined with a principal component analysis using oblique rotation, (7) the scree-test and parallel analysis determined the amount of extracting factors; and (8) factor loadings were at least 0.30. We failed to include at least 500 participants, and although initially twice as many items as in the final version were included, the recommendation of four items per factor was not fulfilled: two factors consist of three items.
The four factors of the CCQ all included both cognitive and behavioral items, avoidance and approach items [26] , and active and passive items. The CCQ thus appears to omit working in single (i.e., problem-versus emotion-focused) and topological (i.e., cognitive versus behavioral, avoid versus approach, active versus passive) categorizations [3, 27] , but includes these types of categorization in each factor. The first factor that was found, the mental coping categorization, appears to capture one's mental attempts to deal with, or solve, the cyberbullying. Three items in this categorization represent a focus on problem-solving (e.g., "I focus on solving the cyberbullying problem immediately"), which is associated with reductions in cyberbullying frequency and less health complaints and depression [4] . The other four items represent victims' awareness about the stressful situation and the mental attempt to control the stress by mentally disconnecting from, or changing the way, they perceive the situation (e.g., "I think that other people are experiencing things that are much worse"). Hence, with this categorization of coping strategies, the victim does not necessarily solve the cyberbullying, but tries to find ways to stop the bullying while trying not to get too upset about the cyberbullying event (i.e., it minimizes the painful impact of the stressful situation).
The second factor, the passive coping categorization, captures the way individuals manage cyberbullying events without actually solving the problem or trying to change the situation (e.g., "I ignore the bullies"). These items are possibly the only strategies one can use when situations appear to be uncontrollable. They are not necessarily negative; they appear to de-escalate and resolve the bullying [10] . Victims often recommend these strategies [37] , but they are not always helpful [93] . Indeed, the victim fails at confronting the bully, and thus the use of the strategies in this categorization places the victim at risk for future victimization [5] [6] [7] [8] [9] [10] [11] [12] . Furthermore, the use of such passive coping strategies is associated with more health complaints and depression than problem-solving coping [4] , and the use of ineffective coping strategies appears to maintain online and offline bullying [5] [6] [7] [8] [9] [10] [11] [12] . This is, however, an unavoidable categorization of coping; Parris et al., [26] suggested that any model that attempts to measure coping should also include inaction.
The confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) indicates that there are three items that load on both the mental and passive coping categorizations (e.g., "I try not to think about the cyberbullying", "I let the cyberbullying happen without reacting", "I think about fun things that are not related to cyberbullying"). These strategies appear to indicate an active and mental attempt not to think about the cyberbullying, but also indicate a tendency to be inactive and thus being passive. Similarly to the strategies of the passive coping categorization, these strategies do not solve the problem but probably will relieve stress, because the victim tries to reinterpret the situation. In addition, two items (i.e., "I try not to think about the cyberbullying" and "I act as if the cyberbullying did not happen") appear to be correlated: they both measure passive coping, however in a mental or behavioral way, respectively.
The third factor, the social coping categorization, constitutes actual behavior that one displays after being cyberbullied (e.g., "I ask someone (parent, teacher, friend, peer) for help"). These strategies are proactive because the victim actually tries to solve or cope with the problem in a constructive way, and these strategies are social because the victim uses his peer group. This strategy seems to strengthen the individual as well as solve the problem [34] . It is possible that a victim saves evidence in order (to be able) to show the actual behavior which is upsetting them when talking to someone else or asking for help.
The fourth and final factor, the confrontational coping categorization, appears to measure adolescents' strategies towards the cyberbully (e.g., "I tell the cyberbullies to stop"). Because the victim confronts the cyberbully with his or her behavior, for example by showing their irritation [10] , these strategies can be interpreted as somewhat aggressive or as active but sometimes insufficient coping [92] . This strategy does not diminish the stress, however, it can help in solving the cyberbullying problem. Cyberbullies are often not aware of the consequences of their behavior because they consider the cyberbullying as an imaginary act of bullying (i.e., dissociative imagination [33] ) or they are not confronted with the emotional reaction of the victim (i.e., the cockpit effect [121] ). Hence, this coping categorization can lead to the discontinuation of cyberbullying by confronting the cyberbully with-and thus making him/her aware of-(the consequences of) his/her behavior.
This study is subjected to some strengths and limitations. A strength of this study is that the resulting SRQ omits single and topological categorizations [3, 27] . These kinds of categorizations can result in too much heterogeneity among strategies [48] in which too many strategies (e.g., "I tell the cyberbullies to stop" and "I ask someone for help") are categorized into one coping factor (e.g., problem-solving coping), while they can be categorized in two factors (e.g., confrontational and social coping respectively). Therefore, it is highly likely that this SRQ will measure one's preferred coping strategies instead of measuring the extent in which contrasting coping strategies are used. In addition, this study found a four-factor (i.e., mental, passive, social and confrontational coping) structure with categorizations that are internally valid, theoretically meaningful, and that measures both cognitive versus behavioral and approach versus avoidance natured strategies. Furthermore, the CCQ is an adapted and modified version of coping measures that already exist [41] . Finally, many of the recommendations from classical test-theory (e.g., [34] ) are fulfilled during the development.
This study also has some limitations. To begin with, the number of participants was low (i.e., 211), while classical test-theory suggests a minimum of 500 participants. Therefore, it is hard to assess construct validity and generalizability. Secondly, concurrent validity was not calculated as suggested [34] . Due to the length of the questionnaire, and the characteristics of the participant group (e.g., low educated, practical students who do not like to read) it was decided to keep the complete questionnaire as short as possible. Therefore, no additional SRQ that measures coping was used. Future studies should do this in order to establish concurrent validity. Thirdly, while performing factor analysis, several decisions (e.g., the number of factors to extract, the suitability of items for factor analysis) had to be made. This process has a certain subjectivity. Although not likely, it is possible that other researchers would have made different decision leading to a slightly different factor structure. Fourthly, the data used was part of an intervention study that aims to improve effective coping. Because the sample was relatively small, the second measurement of the experimental condition (i.e., at the second measurement 31 out of 68 participants had received the first out of three advice sessions in which they learned how to change irrational thoughts into rational thoughts [108] ) was not excluded for the test-retest analysis. Without the experimental condition, the test-retest reliability only increased for the social coping factor (i.e., α's were 0.89 for social, 0.62 for mental, 0.41 for passive, and 0.59 for confrontational coping), however N was 37. Moreover, coping with cyberbullying was changed by the intervention only in the second and third session, and the second measurement came before the second session. Nevertheless, just to be sure, future studies should validate the test-retest part of this study (i.e., Figure 1 ) with data not obscured by an experimental design, and should take into account adolescents' opinions on meaningful and clear coping strategies, cultural backgrounds and developmental stages [41] . Finally, an assumption of this study was that online appraisals differ from offline appraisals, consequently leading to cyberbullying victims selecting different coping strategies compared to traditional bullying victims. However, this study did not explicitly measure appraisals. Future studies should also look into the appraisals of online victims of cyberbullying, and compare them with appraisals of offline victims.
In conclusion, this study seems to be a promising start in constructing a SRQ that measures coping with cyberbullying specifically. Many of the recommendations that come from classical test-theory were met, leading to a reliable and valid measure of coping. According to the results of this study, cyberbullying victims cope in a mental, passive, social or confrontational manner when faced with stress (i.e., cyberbullying). Among these categorizations are both cognitive and behavioral and approach and avoidance strategies instead of cognitive versus behavioral and approach versus avoidance strategies. This SRQ thus seems to treat coping as a multidimensional process in which strategies serve multiple functions, instead of the many existing SRQs that consider coping to consist of single or topological categorizations.
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